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In C.S. Lewis's day some argued that science was based on hard facts and Christianity was based on blind faith. Thus the two were 
incompatible. Some atheists hold that view today. In his essay, "On Obstinacy in Belief," Lewis makes the case that one can be a 
scientist and still believe in Jesus as Lord.  He writes,

Some scientists are Christians and some are atheists. Both claim to reach their conclusions based on their interpretation of the 
evidence.  So, it might be wise for both to treat each other as intelligent people and choose to respectfully agree to disagree about 
the interpretation of the evidence rather than call each other names.  As followers of Jesus, it would certainly help our witness if we 
were able to engage with non-believers with kindness and our intellect.

“But not all the Israelites accepted the good news. For Isaiah says, ‘Lord, who has believed our message?’  Consequently, faith comes from 
hearing the message, and the message is heard through the word about Christ.”

ROMANS 10:16-17 (NIV)

Papers have more than once been read to the Socratic Club at Oxford in which a contrast was drawn between a 
supposedly Christian attitude and a supposedly scientific attitude to belief. We have been told that the scientist thinks 
it his duty to proportion the strength of his belief exactly to the evidence; to believe less as there is less evidence and 
to withdraw belief altogether when reliable adverse evidence turns up. We have been told that, on the contrary, the 
Christian regards it as positively praiseworthy to believe without evidence, or in excess of the evidence, or to maintain 
his belief unmodified in the teeth of steadily increasing evidence against it. Thus a "faith that has stood firm," which 
appears to mean a belief immune from all the assaults of reality, is commended. 

If this were a fair statement of the case, then the co-existence within the same species of such scientists and such 
Christians would be a very staggering phenomenon. The fact that the two classes appear to overlap, as they do, 
would be quite inexplicable. Certainly all discussion between creatures so differ-
ent would be hopeless. The purpose of this essay is to show that things are really 
not quite so bad as that... My hope is that when this has been done, though 
disagreement between the two parties may remain, they will not be left staring 
at one another in wholly dumb and desperate incomprehension...

I therefore ask you to substitute a different and less tidy picture... The picture I 
should prefer is like this. All men alike, on questions which interest them, escape 
from the region of belief into that of knowledge when they can, and if they 
succeed in knowing, they no longer say they believe. The questions in which 
mathematicians are interested admit of treatment by a particularly clear and 
strict technique. Those of the scientist have their own technique, which is not 
quite the same. Those of the historian and the judge are different again. The 
mathematician's proof (at least so we laymen suppose) is by reasoning, the 
scientist's by experiment, the historian's by documents, the judge's by concur-
ring sworn testimony. But all these men, as men, on questions outside their own disciplines, have numerous beliefs 
to which they do not normally apply the methods of their own disciplines. It would indeed carry some suspicion of 
morbidity and even of insanity if they did... And all these beliefs, weak or strong, are based on what appears to the 
holders to be evidence…There is no need to suppose stark unreason on either side. We need only suppose error. One 
side has estimated the evidence wrongly. And even so, the mistake cannot be supposed to be of a flagrant nature; 
otherwise the debate would not continue.


